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REMARKS 

Claims 1 -7 are pending in the present application and stand ready for fimiier action on 
the merits. 

In view of the following remarks. Applicants respectfuily request ihcit the H.xan-iiner 
withdraw all rejections and allow the currently pending claims. 

Omm Rejection under 35 IIS.C § 103 

Claims 1-3 and 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Isozaki US'369 (US 6,337,369) in view of Albert et aL US'561 (US 3,254,561) and in fortlier 
in view of DcBipo US'178 (US 5,512,178). 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Isozaki US'369 
in view of Albert et al. US'561 in view of Dempo US'178 and in further view of Tsuchlmoto 
et at US'939 (US 2003/0197939). 

Clai m 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Isozaki IJS'369 
in view of Albert et aL US'561, in view of Dempo US'178 aid in further view of Isozaki et al 
US'960 (US 2004/0089960). 

Reconsideration and witlidrawal of each of the above outstanding rejections are 
respectfully requested based on the following considerations. 

Legal Standard for Determinins Prima Facie Obviousness 

M.P.E..P. § 2141 sets .forth the guidelines in determining obviousness. First, the USPTO 
has to take into account the factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere, 383 U.S. 1, 17, 
148 USPQ 459, 467 (1966), which has provided the controlling framework M an obviousness 
analysis. The four Graham factors are: 
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(a) detenniniag the scope and content of the prior art; 

("b) ascertaining tiie differefices between the prior art and tlie claims iii issue; 

(c) resolving the level of ordinai'y skill in the pertinent art; and 

(d) evaluating any evidence of secondary considerations. 
Graham v. John Deere, 383 U.S. i ,17, 148 USPQ 459, 467 (1966). 

Second, the USPTO has to provide some rationale for deteraiimng obviousness. MPEP § 
2143 sets forth some rationales that were established in the recent decision of KSR International 
Co. V Teieflex Inc., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (U.S. 2007). Exemplary rationales that may support a 
conclusion of obviousness include: 

(a) combining prior art eiemenls according to known .methods to yield 
predictabk results; 

(h) simple substitution of one known element for another to obtain predictable 
results; 

(c) use of known technique to improve similar devices (methods, or products) 
in ike same way; 

(d) uvp{ymg a knoM u c uniqu ' to a kmm a device (method, or product/ reach' 

(e) v' \ f.is o >• ihoos'ng p )m a finite n^iin'yer of .^de^ \tK\ neut^u 't 
solutions. With a reasonable expectation of success 

(f) k,^n> '>r!l oie fieiJ oftndeavof ma}- oio^i^pt xciytt'Of''- o^i' ^ !/^ 

'>e sai\ ' i u> i< J ifewnt onK ^■'au d or o'e-,,"' > 'w 
ma>A^i ro>\e^ ti ihe variations ate pndKtabk to one of o/ontau m j, t 
the an: 

(g) some tea<.i^ n< dmfy'stion, oi motivation in the prior art that MO^"'d ha^. 
led om ( v<p'i ? ^ skill to mod^/y the p'lor a'-t reference or to iomomc 
pf or a't r efi ' i lu e leac hings to at rn e die t laimt d inveniw 
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As the M.P.E.P. directs, all claim limitations must be considered m view of the cited 
prior art in order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. See M.P Ji.P. § 2143,03. 

Present Invention 

In the method for producitig a polarizing film according to the present invention, a 
polyvinyl alcohol film in/on which iodine is adsorbed aaid oriented in an aqueous solution 
containing boric acid is dipped and retained with die aqueous solution. This method is 
characterized in that an absorbance of the aqueous solution at a wavelength of 450 nm is 
maintained in a range of 0.13 or less. This method can easily provide a polarizing film having 
better contrast tha:n conventional polarizing films. 

Vox the USPTO's ease of review, instantly pending independent claim 1 of the 
application is reproduced below; 

; u uq,.ioa^ '^(/'I'lO'-' Mhndii an a'->sof^'>ar't( of ^a!c< ^ ><: o 
at a wavelength oj 450 nm is mainiained in a range o/ 0. !S or less. 

DistincHom over the Cited Art 

IsozakI US '569 discloses a method for producing a polarizing film and describes, in the 
Examples, the concentrations of boric acid, potassium iodide and zinc chloride in an aqueous 
solution, tiie treating temperature (SO^'C) of a film in the aqueous solution and a treating time (5 

minutes dipping). However, Isoxaki IJS'369 doe s not describe any absorbance of an aqueous 
solution containing boric acid at a wavelengdr of 450 nm and does not suggest maintaining such 
an absorbance to a specific value or less. 
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Albert al. US'561 discloses a process for polarizing ultraviolet light u^irg a UV- 
polarizing film having a polarizing property in a UV region. Albert et ai. US*561 describes the 
addition of a reagent for reducing iodine to iodide such as sodium th\>' ; 'Vi;. ^ ^ ^ 
dichroisni in a UV wavelength range (260 to 400 nm). Thus, the techaical '\\d i ' th.^ po.iri/u^g 
fi lm of Albert et aL IJS'561 is different from that of the present invention. Further, Mhert et al. 
US'561 does not describe any absorbance of an aqueous solution containing bone acid at a 
wavelength of 450 nm and does not suggest maintaining such an absorbance to a specific value 
or less. 

Bempo US'i78 discloses a water treatment method and an apparatus therefor. Thus, the 
techmcal field of the invention of Dempo US'178 is entirely different lirom that of the present 
invention. 

Response to the USPTO's aUemtUms 

At p age 3, line 19 to page 4, line 5 of the Office Action dated September 23, 2010, the 
USPTO alleges as follows: 

Because, in Aibert, it is shown that improvements were shown in the dichorism 
and transmittances are noted throughout the 260-400 millimicron region (cxsi. 3. lines 
15-25), in preparing poiarizer having fiim of poiyvinyi aicohoi (col. 3, lines 1-10), 
examiner note that it would have been obvious to modify method of producing polarizing 
fiim 8S taught in isozaki by adjusting the transmittance and wavelength which are 
related to improvement in the final product, as taught in Albert, for the benefit of having 
improved efficiency, since It has been held that discovering the optimum value of a 
result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 
205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 
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However^ as described above, the method of the present invention maintains the 
absorbance of the aqueous solution, in which the polyvinyl alcohol fdm is dipped, at a 
wavelength of 450 nm to 0.13 or less in order to provide a polai-izing lllm having itnproved 
contrast. The present invention does not intend to improve dichroism or transniittance in a 
wavelength range of from 260 to 400 millimicronSj which is a UV region. Albert et ai OS'56l 
does not describe or teach the improvement of contrast 

When the contrast of the polarizing tlim produced in the lixamples of Albert' et al. 
US'56.1 is calculated, it is found tliat the polarizing films of .Albert et nl US'561 have 
insufficient contrast. 

For the USPTO's consideration, the contrast of the polarizing fihn produced in the 
lixamples according to the present invention is compared with the contrast of the poiarizing tlim 
produced in [Example 1 of .Albert et al US'561. 

More panicuiariy, the calculated contrast of the polarizing film produced i« lixample I of 
Albert et al. US'561 is reported in Table A (see below) togetlier wiih the contrasts of the 
polarizing films produced in Examples 1, 2 and 3 and Comparative Examples 1 and 2 described 
in the present specification. 

Accordingly, the polaiizing films produced by the metliod of the present invention have a 
higher contrast than the film produced by Albert et al IIS'561. it is hardly expected that a 
polarizing film could be arrived at having such a high contrast, even when the inveirtions of 
Albert et al IIS'56.1 and Isozaki US'369 are considered in combination. 
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TaMeA 





Trarisn-! [trance 
TH%) 


Contrast 


Dicir;'oic 
i^atio 


Absorbance 
of 
.Aqueous 
Solution of 
Boric Acid 




(invention) 


43.9 


2047 


... 


0.05 


Visible 
region 


I-.xa-npio .?. 
(irjveiuion) 


44.0 


1773 


... 


0.08 


Visible 
region 


F.xampie 3 
(invention) 


43.7 


3827 


... 


0.04 


Visible 
region 


Comparative 
Example 1 


43.7 


696 


... 


0.2 


Visible 
region 


Comparative 
Example 2 


43.8 


689 




0.15 


Visible 
region 


Example i 
of 

Albert etal. 
US' 561 


26-32 


53 


11.4 




360 nm 



A contrast is calculated from a diclu'oic ratio and a transmittaiice using the fbliov^ing 
equations: 

Diclu-oic ratio (D) = iogk2/Iogkl 
1 ransmitlance (Is) (kl + k2)/2 
Contrast (Cr) - (kl^ + k2^)/(2 x kl x k2) 

in which kl is a transniittance in the direction of a transmission axis and k2 is a 
traiismittance is the direction of an absorption axis (kl > kl). 
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C;onsequently, it is submitted that the present invention as recited in pending claims 1-7 
would not have been obvious from Isoseaki US'369 in view of Albeit et ai US'56I . 

At page 4. line 6 to page 5. line 6 of the Office Action dated September 23, 201.0, the 
USPTO alleges as follows: 

Furthermore, one ordinary skill in the art knows that there are other ways of 
removing iodine from the boric acid solution, in order to obtain specific trgnsmittance, 
such as by chemica! or physical or eleotrochemicai technique. 

In the same field of endeavor, treating aqueous solution to remove any oxidising 
agent, Dempo teaches that an activated carbon fiiter can be used to remove oxidizing 
substances from an aqueous solution (col. 3. tines 34-38). in this case th6 oxidizing 
component is the Iodine of Isozaki. 

Because isozaki et ai. uses technique such as dipping stretched film containing 
iodide as shown above, it is inherent that iodide wiji aiso dissolve in the solution and 
produce color. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary sKiii in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention to !Tsodif\' method of producing polarizing film as 
taught in Isozaki, with removing iodine which results in specific wavelength, as taught In 
Albert, and further using a carbon activated filter taught, in Dempo for the benefit of 
removing iodine. 

Furthermore, since Albert shows providing uilraviolet light (at ultraviolet region) 
through the final product which is the film, it is noted that sin-siiar effect may be resulted 
by providing ultraviolet light through the film in the solution, since solution is applied on 
the film as the last/final step. Because wavelength and transmittance of either the film, 
or the content of iodine in the soiution of boric acid, are important factor for 
improvement in producing a polarizer film, as taught above by Albert, thus the 
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combination and optimization using activated carbon Dempo, above produces s 
solution having desired waveiengtii and absorbance which are in the ciaimed ranges, 
and further resulting in specific contrast in the film. 

In response to the LISPTO's above assertion, it is agreed that Dempo US'17S discloses 
the use of activated carbon in a filtering imit fof treating water. However, Dempo HS'ITS never 
describes any aqueous solution containing boric acid which is used in the production o.f a 
polarizing film . Further, Dempo US'178 does not describe or suggest the use of activated caibon 
in treating an aqueous solution containing boric acid which is used in a production method of a 
polarizing film. 

At page jP. line 6 to gasze 13. line 3 of the OfUce Action dated September 23, 2010, the 
USPTO remarks on the Inventors' earlier response submitted in support of patentability. In reply 
to such remarks of the USPTO, the following factors are presented for the USPTO's 
consideration. 

Even if it would have been known to control tlie concentration of boric acid to Improve 
tliQ transmittance of a polarizing lilm or it would have been a common technique to use a reagent 
for reducing boric acid or activated carbon to control the cohcenti-ation of boric acid, the present 
invention does not intend to improve a transmittance of a polarizing iilm by controlling the 
concentration of boric acid, but instead, the present invention im proves t he contrast of a 
poiaiizing film by doing so (i.e., by controlling the concentration of boric acid). 

Prior to the present invention, no technique was known to improve the contrast of a 
polarizing film while maintaining a transmittance constant, and tlie polarizing film produced by 
the method of the present invention has far better contrast than conventional polarizing films. 
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Consequently, is siibraiUed that the present invention as instantly claimed would not have 
been obvious from Isozaki US'369 in view of Albert et aL US'561 and in flirtlier view of 
Dempo l.iS'178. Any contentions on tlie USPTO's part to the contrary are respectfully requested 

to be reconsidered at present. 

Double Patenting Rejection ~ Provisional Nonstatutory Obviousness-Type 

Claims 1-7 have been provisionally rejected for Nonstatutory Obviousness-Type Double 

Patenting over claims 1-6 and 8-10 of Application No. 10/538,079. In accordai^ce with the 

provisions of MPEP §804 1. B. 1, the Examiner is requested to employ the following procedure: 

u 1 0 o-)\ 01 -It s \-) k i ( O 

} i U c (■ f nw m li ( i f I ? ^ hi \ t ^ f g 

/ / f / ; c } tf o s f 
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m ike earlier filed apvhcatton thereoy permitting that application to issue without 
m d i ( nmai a sdmmer h both apphiatwns art jikd on fU mt day 
i ( J >2 / / (7 / c } t K has } tt ) <nd 

I I ) i i f n O ')i i.ai n 
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abeyance until allowable subject matter is indicated. 

Gonclttsion 

Based upon the amendments and remarks presented herein, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to issue a Notice of Allowance clearly indicating that each of the pending claims 1-7 is 
allowable under the provisions of Title 35 of the United States Code. 
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Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contiict John W. Bailey, Reg. No. 32,881, at 
the telephone number of the undefsigned below, to conduct an interview in an effort to expedite 
prosecution in connection with the present application. 

If necessar)'-, the Director is hereby authorized in this, concurrent and future implies to 
charge any fees required during the pendency of the above-identified application or credit any 
overpa>'nient to Deposit Account No. 02-2448. 



Dated: Febmai-y 23, 2Q11 



RespectMly sibmitt^p, 




B y \ /A p 

John W,. galley 
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